REMARKS 

Claims 1-4, 7-8, 13-16, 19-20, 25-28, and 41-44 are pending in the application. Claims 1, 
13, 25, and 41 are independent. Applicants have amended claims 1,13 and 25. It is believed that 
these changes introduce no new matter and their entry is respectfully requested. 

Rejection of Claims 1, 13, 25, and 41-44 Under Obviousness-Type Double Patenting 
In the Office Action, the Examiner provisionally rejected claims 1, 13, 25, and 41-44 
under obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-8 of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,778,033 to Wong et al. Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

In papers filed herewith, Applicants have submitted a Terminal Disclaimer disclaiming 
the terminal part of any patent granted on the above-identified application that would extend 
beyond the expiration of the full statutory term of U.S. Patent No. 6,778,033. Applicants 
respectfully submit that the Terminal Disclaimer overcomes the obviousness-type double 
patenting rejection. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider 
and remove the rejection to claims 1,13, 25, and 41-44. 

Rejection of Claims 1-4 Under 35 U.S.C. $ 102(e) 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-4 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,366,154 to Pulvirenti (hereinafter "Pulvirenti"). A claim is 
anticipated only if each and every element of the claim is found, either expressly or inherently, in 
a reference. (MPEP §2131 citing Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628 
(Fed. Cir. 1987)). The identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in 
the claim. Id. citing Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236 (Fed. Cir. 1989)). 
Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

Amended claim 1 recites in pertinent part "wherein the voltage signal is coupled to power 
a plurality of distributed oscillators, and wherein the plurality of distributed oscillators are 
coupled to drive the clock distribution network asynchronously with respect to an external clock" 
(emphasis added). Applicants respectfully submit that Pulvirenti fails to teach at least these two 
elements recited in claim 1 . Applicant therefore respectfully submits that Pulvirenti fails to show 
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the identical invention as that of claim 1 . Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 
1 is patentable over Pulvirenti. 

Claims 2-4 properly depend from claim 1, which Applicants respectfully submit is 
patentable. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 2-4 are patentable as well. 
MPEP §2143.03 provides that if an independent claim is unobvious, then any claim depending 
from the independent claim is unobvious (citing In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 
(Fed. Cir. 1988)). It follows that if an independent claim is patentable over the art of record, then 
any claim depending from the independent claim is patentable over the art of record. 
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and remove the 
rejection to claims 1-4. 

Rejection of Claims 7-8 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 7-8 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pulvirenti. To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, an Examiner must 
show three things: (1) that there is some suggestion or motivation to modify a reference or 
combine reference teachings to arrive at the claimed invention, (2) that there must be a 
reasonable expectation of success, and (3) that the references teach or suggest each and every 
element of the claimed invention. (MPEP §2143) Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

Claims 7-8 properly depend from claim 1, which Applicants respectfully submit is 
patentable. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 7-8 are patentable for at least 
the same reasons that claim 1 is patentable. (MPEP §2143.03 (citing In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner 
reconsider and remove the rejection to claims 7-8. 

Rejection of Claims 13-16. 19-20. and 25-28 Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103(a) 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 13-16, 19-20, and 25-28 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,127,880 to Hoist et al. (Hereinafter 
"Hoist") in view of Pulvirenti. Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 
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Amended claim 13 recites' in pertinent part "wherein the voltage signal is coupled to 
power a plurality of distributed oscillators, and wherein the plurality of distributed oscillators are 
coupled to drive the clock distribution network asynchronously with respect to an external clock" 
(emphasis added). Applicants respectfully submit that Pulvirenti fails to teach at least these two 
elements recited in claim 13 and that Hoist fails to make up for the deficiency. Applicant 
therefore respectfully submits that Pulvirenti in view of Hoist fails to show the identical 
invention as that of claim 13. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 13 is 
patentable over Pulvirenti in view of Hoist. 

Claims 14-16 and 19-20 properly depend from claim 13, which Applicants respectfully 
submit is patentable. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 14-16 and 19-20 
are patentable for at least the same reasons that claim 13 is patentable. (MPEP §2143.03 (citing 
In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and remove the rejection to claims 13-16 and 
19-20. 

Amended claim 25 recites in pertinent part "wherein the signal received from the power 
source is coupled to power a plurality of distributed oscillators, and wherein the plurality of 
distributed oscillators are coupled to drive a clock distribution network asynchronously with 
respect to an external clock" (emphasis added). Applicants respectfully submit that Pulvirenti 
fails to teach at least these two elements recited in claim 25 and that Hoist fails to make up for 
the deficiency. Applicant therefore respectfully submits that Pulvirenti in view of Hoist fails to 
show the identical invention as that of claim 25. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that 
claim 25 is patentable over Pulvirenti in view of Hoist. 

Claims 26-28 properly depend from claim 25, which Applicants respectfully submit is 
patentable. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 26-28 are patentable for at 
least the same reasons that claim 25 is patentable. (MPEP §2143.03 (citing In re Fine, 837 F.2d 
1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the 
Examiner reconsider and remove the rejection to claims 25-28. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicants submit that all grounds for rejection have been properly traversed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot and that the application is in condition for allowance. The 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned representative if the Examiner believes that an 
interview might be useful for any reason. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN 



Date: 




I ' ^an Little- Washington 



ittle-Washington 
No.: 41,181 
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